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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to applicants' request for continued examination filed on 
July 24, 2006. Amendments to claims 1 and 26 and cancellation of claim 27 have been entered. 
Claim 26 has been reinstated in view of applicant's persuasive arguments. Claims 1, 4-7 and 26 
are pending in the application and have been examined. The rejections and response to 
arguments are stated below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 4-7 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 26 recite in the preamble the limitation "A computer-implemented method 
to trade objects". However it is not clear as to which steps of the method are performed by the 
computer. Also it is not clear as to in which step of the claim the trading actually takes place. 
Appropriate correction/clarification is required. Claims 1 and 26 also recite the limitation 
"encoding user-preferences associated with an order". However it is not clear how this encoding 
is used in the remaining steps of the claim. Claim 1 also recites the limitation "one or more sell 
orders identified in the searching step". There is no antecedent basis for this limitation because the 
step of "identifying one or more sell orders" has not been positively recited. Similarly claim 26 
recites the limitation "one or more buy orders identified in the searching step". There is no 
antecedent basis for this limitation because the step of "identifying one or more buy orders" has not 
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been positively recited. Claims 1 and 26 also recite the limitation "attempting to match". It is not 
clear as to what the applicant means by the phrase "attempting to match". The metes and bounds of 
this limitation are not clear. Claims 4-7 are rejected by way of dependency on claim 1 . 

The art rejections given below are interpreted in the light of 35 USC § 1 12, second 
paragraph rejections made above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 4-7 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sundaresan et al (US Patent 6,868,400 Bl) in view of Walsh et al (US Patent 6,144,848) and 
further in view of Kuechler et al (US Patent 5,237,678). 

Claim 1, Sundaresan teaches a computer-implemented method to trade objects over a 
network, comprising: receiving a buy order from a user for an object having at least four 
dimensions associated with said object (See Sundaresan Column 2 lines 60-63 and Column 7 
lines 25-30); encoding user-preferences associated with at least one of the buy order or one of a 
plurality of sell orders (See Sundaresan Column 9 line 57 - Column 10 line 21); applying 
characteristics of one or more sell orders identified in a searching step and the user preferences, to 
a quality function that outputs one or more quality values for the one or more sell orders identified 
in the searching step to the user (See Sundaresan Column 6 lines 9-14); and attempting to match 
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said buy order with one or more sell orders identified in the searching step in accordance with said 
one or more quality values (See Sundaresan Column 6 line 60 - Column 7 line 40). The spread 
function is interpreted to include the quality function and the spread value is interpreted to 
include a quality value. The limitation "a filter specified by the user that creates an arbitrarily-, 
shaped region within the at least four dimensions" is not a positive recitation of the creation of 
arbitrarily-shaped region within the at least four dimensions and hence is not given patentable 
weight. Similarly the limitation "in order to identify one or more sell orders that are within said 
arbitrarily-shaped region, wherein said searching of said indexing tree only identifies one or more 
sell orders that are within said arbitrarily-shaped region" is interpreted as an intended use of the 
searching step and hence is not given patentable weight. 

Sundaresan does not explicitly teach the steps wherein the buy order includes a filter 
specified by the user; searching in accordance with the filter specified by the user, an indexing tree 
that includes the plurality of sell orders for objects having said at least four dimensions; receiving a 
message to modify said buy order while said buy order is pending, wherein said message is 
received fi:'om a party associated with the buy order and modifying said buy order in accordance 
with said message. 

Walsh teaches the steps of receiving a message to modify an order while said order is 
pending, wherein said message is received from a party associated with the order and modifying 
said order in accordance with said message (See Walsh Column 7 lines 55-65, Column 21 lines 10- 
19 and Column 28 lines 24-39). 

Both Sundaresan and Walsh are concerned with the problem of facilitating trade between 
buyers and sellers. It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
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invention modify Sundaresan to include steps taught by Walsh. The combination of the disclosures 
taken as a whole suggests that it would have helped a users make changes to their order as new 
information becomes available to them. 

Sundaresan does not explicitly teach the step wherein the buy order includes a filter 
specified by the user and searching in accordance with the filter specified by the user, an indexing 
tree that includes the plurality of sell orders for objects having said at least four dimensions. 

Kuechler teaches the step wherein the records include a filter specified by the user within a 
region having at least four dimensions and searching for records that meet that criteria within that 
region (See Kuechler Column 1 lines 44-52, Column 24 line 63 - Column 25 line 5 and claim 1, 
the B-tree is interpreted to include the indexing tree and the records are interpreted to include buy 
and sell orders). 

Both Sundaresan and Kuechler are concerned with matching records that meet certain 
criteria. It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
modify Sundaresan to include steps taught by Kuechler. The combination of the disclosures taken 
as a whole suggests that it would have helped in the efficient retrieval, manipulation, and analysis 
of stored information in an information base (See Kuechler Column 1 lines 11-15). 

Claims 4-6, Sundaresan teaches a method of claim 1 as discussed above including the 
step wherein said object is at least one of a group comprising goods and services (See Sundaresan 
abstract). 

Sundaresan does not explicitly teach the steps wherein said object is a vehicle and 
wherein said at least four dimensions for said vehicle comprises at least four dimensions from a 
group of dimensions comprising manufacturer, model, year, mileage, color, and accessories. 
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Official notice is taken these steps are old and well known in the art. For instance a buyer 
interested in buying a vehicle would generally express the desired features in the vehicle that 
he/she is interested in buying. These features help a car buyer find the right car according to his/her 
needs and preferences. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
include these steps to the invention of Sundaresan. The combination of disclosures suggests taken 
as a whole suggests that it would have helped a car buyer find the right car according to his/her 
needs and preferences. 

Claim 7, Walsh teaches the steps of receiving a message to execute said buy order and 
automatically executing said buy order in accordance with said message (See Walsh Column 21 
lines 10-19). 

Claim 26, Sundaresan teaches a computer-implemented method to trade objects over a 
network, comprising: receiving a sell order from a user for an object having at least four 
dimensions associated with said object (See Sundaresan Column 2 lines 60-63 and Column 7 
lines 25-30); encoding user-preferences associated with at least one of the sell order or one of a 
plurality of buy orders (See Sundaresan Column 9 line 57 - Column 10 line 21); applying 
characteristics of one or more buy orders identified in a searching step and the user preferences, to 
a quality function that outputs one or more quality values for the one or more buy orders identified 
in the searching step to the user (See Sundaresan Column 6 lines 9-14); and attempting to match 
said sell order with one or more buy orders identified in the searching step in accordance with said 
one or more quality values (See Sundaresan Column 6 line 60 - Column 7 line 40). The spread 
fiinction is interpreted to include the quality fimction and the spread value is interpreted to 
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include a quality value. The limitation "a filter specified by the user that creates an arbitrarily- 
shaped region within the at least four dimensions" is not a positive recitation of the creation of 
arbitrarily-shaped region within the at least four dimensions and hence is not given patentable 
weight. Similarly the limitation "in order to identify one or more buy orders that are within said 
arbitrarily-shaped region, wherein said searching of said indexing tree only identifies one or more 
buy orders that are within said arbitrarily-shaped region" is interpreted as an intended use of the 
searching step and hence is not given patentable weight. Sundaresan's invention apply equally to 
buyer looking for sellers and a seller looking for buyers (See Sundaresan Column 1 5 line 27 - 
Column 17 line 20). 

Sundaresan does not explicitly teach the steps wherein the sell order includes a filter 
specified by the user; searching in accordance with the filter specified by the user, an indexing tree 
that includes the plurality of buy orders for objects having said at least four dimensions; receiving a 
message to modify said sell order while said sell order is pending, wherein said message is 
received from a party associated with the sell order and modifying said sell order in accordance 
with said message. 

Walsh teaches the steps of receiving a message to modify an order while said order is 
pending, wherein said message is received from a party associated with the order and modifying 
said order in accordance with said message (See Walsh Column 7 lines 55-65, Column 21 lines 10- 
19 and Column 28 lines 24-39). 

Both Sundaresan and Walsh are concerned with the problem of facilitating trade between 
buyers and sellers. It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention modify Sundaresan to include steps taught by Walsh. The combination of the disclosures 
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taken as a whole suggests that it would have helped a users make changes to their order as new 
information becomes available to them, 

Sundaresan does not explicitly teach the step wherein the sell order includes a filter 
specified by the user and searching in accordance with the filter specified by the user, an indexing 
tree that includes the plurality of buy orders for objects having said at least four dimensions. 

Kuechler teaches the step wherein the records include a filter specified by the user within a 
region having at least four dimensions and searching for records that meet that criteria within that 
region (See Kuechler Column 1 lines 44-52, Column 24 line 63 - Colunm 25 line 5 and claim 1 , 
the B-tree is interpreted to include the indexing tree and the records are interpreted to include buy 
and sell orders). 

Both Sundaresan and Kuechler are concerned with matching records that meet certain 
criteria. It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
modify Sundaresan to include steps taught by Kuechler. The combination of the disclosures taken 
as a whole suggests that it would have helped in the efficient retrieval, manipulation, and analysis 
of stored information in an information base (See Kuechler Column 1 lines 11-15). 

Response to Arguments 
6. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
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1992). In this case, both Sundaresan and Kuechler are concerned with matching records that meet 
certain criteria. It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention modify Sundaresan to include steps taught by Kuechler. The combination of the 
disclosures taken as a whole suggests that it would have helped in the efficient retrieval, 
manipulation, and analysis of stored information in an information base (See Kuechler Column 1 
lines 11-15). 

Applicant's other arguments with respect to pending claims have been considered but are 
not persuasive in view of the 35 USC § 1 12, second paragraph rejections above. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. Narayanswamy Subramanian whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-6751. The examiner can normally be reached Monday-Thursday from 8:30 AM to 
7:00 PM. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung Sub Sough can be reached at (571) 272-6799. The fax number for Formal or 
Official faxes and Draft to the Patent Office is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PMR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PMR only. For more information about the PMR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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